The followings is the SpyEREZOH delivered by the 
Bisnoy of Sr. David's, in the Hovuss of 
Lorps, May 31, 1791, on the ſecond reading of 
the BilL for the Relief of ParisTs; or Perſons 
proſeſſing the Porisu RELIGION. 


M- Lonps, With great charity for the Ro. 
man Catholics, with a perfect abhorrence of the 
penal laws, I have my doubts, whether the bill 
for their relief, that has been ſent up to us from 
the Lower Houle, comes in a fit ſhape to be ſent 
to a Committee. My Lords, it is not my inten- 
tion to make any expreſs motion to obſtruct the 
commitment of it, if I ſhould perceive that mea- 
ſure to be the ſenle and inclination of the Houſe: 
but I have my doubts, which I think it my duty 
to ſubmit to your Lordſhips* conſideration. 

Fixed, my Lords, as I am in the perſuaſion, 
that Religion is the only foundation of civil ſo— 
ciety, and, by conſequence, that an eſtabliſh- 
ment of Religion is an effential branch of every 
well-conſtrutted polity; I am equally fixed in ano- 
ther principle, that it is a duty, which the great 
law of Chriſtian charity impoles on the Chriſtian 
magiſtrate, to tolerate Chriſtians of every deno- 
mination, ſeparated from the Eſtabliſhed Church 
by conſcientious ſeruples; with the exception of 
ſuch ſets only, if any ſuch there be, which hold 
principles fo ſubverſive of civil government in 
general, or ſo hoſtile to the particular conſtitution 
under which they live, as to render the extermi- 
nation of ſuch ſeas an object of juſt policy. 
My Lords, | have no ſcruple to ſay, that the opi- 
nions, which ſeparate the Roman Catholics, of the 
preſent day, from the communion of the Church 
of England, are not of that dangerous complexion. 
Times, my Lords, it is too well known, have been, 
when the towering ambition of the Roman clergy, 
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and the tame ſuperſtition of the people, rendered 
the\ hierarchy the rival of the civil government, 
the triple mitre the terror of the Crown, in every 
ſtate in Chriſtendom. The Reformation in this 
country, as it took its riſe not in any controverſies 
upon ſpeculative points, but in a high-ſpirited 
monarch's manly renunciation of the Pope's 
uſurped authority—in the claim of the original 
abſolute exemption of the Church, no leſs than 
of the State of this kingdom, from all ſubordination 
to the See of Rome—cxcited a {pirit of intrigue 
among the adherents of the Papacy againſt the 
internal government, which rendered every Ro- 
man Catholic, in proportion as he was conſcien- 
tiouſly attached to the intereſts of his Church, a 
diſaffected, or, at the beſt, a ſuſpetted, ſubject. 
The Revolution widened the breach, by the na- 
tural attachment of the ſect to the abdicated fa- 
mily, which had always favoured it. Happily for 
this country, and for the peace of mankind, thoſe 
times are paſt. My Lords, it is now univerſall 
underſtood, that the extravagant claims of the 
Church to a paramount authority over the State, 
in ſecular matters, ſtand confuted by the very firſt 
principle of the original charter of her inſtitution, 
by the early editt of her divine and holy foun- 
der, that © his kingdom is not of this world.” 
The ambition of the Roman Pontiff, by the re- 
duction of his power and his fortunes, is become 
contemptible and ridiculous in the eyes of his own 
Party: and the extinttion of the Stuart family 
leaves the Roman Catholics of this country no 
choice, but the alternative of continuing in the 
condition of aliens in their native land, or of 
bringing themſelves under the protection of her 
laws by peaceable ſubmiſſion, and loyal attach- 
ment to the exiſting Government. My Lords, in 
theſe circumſtances, in this itate of opinions, in this 
reduced 
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reduced condition of the Pope's importance in 
the political world, in the attual ſtate of the in- 
tereſts of the Roman Catholics of this country, 1 
perſuade myſelf that the long wiſhed for ſcaſon 
for the abolition of the penal laws is come. 
Emancipated from the prejudices which once car- 
ried them away, the Roman Catholicks are led, 
by the genuine principles of their religion, to 
inoffenſive conduct, to dutiful ſubmiſſion, and 
cordial loyalty, My Lords, the Roman Catho- 
Iics better underſtand, than the thing ſeems to be 
underſtood by many of thoſe who call themſelves 
our Proteſtant brethren, in what. plain charatters 
the injunction of the unreſerved ſubmiſſion of the 
individual, to the Government under which he is 
born, is written in the divine law of the Goſpel. 

My Lords, with all this charity for Roman Ca- 
tholics, with thele ſentiments of the inexpediency 
of the penal laws, I muſt ſtill diſapprove of the 
bill which is now offered for a ſecond reading. 
Your Lordſhips muſt perceive that, conſiſtently 
with the ſentiments which I avow, I cannot quar- 
re] with the bill for the relief it gives. No, my 
Lords—the Noble Lord, who moved the ſecond 
reading, has himſelf opened the grounds of my 
objection. My Lords, I objett to the bill, that it 
is in{ufhcient to its own purpoſe. My Lords, 
I quarrel with the bill for the partiality of its ope- 
rations. 

With the indulgence of your Lordſhips, I will 
endeavour to explain, from what circumſtances, 
in the fabric of the bill, this defect ariſes; I 
will ſet forth the importance of the objedtion ; 
and then I will trouble your Lordſhips with the 
reaſons of my apprehenſion, that this objection 
is not likely to be done away, by any amendments 
which we can give the bill ina Committee. 

My Lords, this hill is to relieve Roman Ca- 
thotics from the penal laws, under the condition 
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that they take an oath of allegiance, abjuration, 
and declaration; the terms of which oath the 
bill preſcribes. The bill, therefore, will reheve 
ſuch Roman Catholics, as take this oath, and none 
elle. Now, my Lords, it is, I believe, a well- 
known fact, that a very great number, I believe 
I ſhould be correct if I were to ſay, a very great 
majority, of the Roman Catholics ſcruple the 
terms in which this oath is unfortunately drawn, 
and declare they cannot bring themſelves to take 
it. Wich the permiſſion of the Houſe, I will en— 
ter a little into the detail of their objettions; 
not that I mean to go at preſent into a dif- 
cuſſion upon all the imperfettions of the oath 
I concur in every one of the objections made by 
the moſt reverend the Metropolitan. But I ſhall 
not touch upon theſe objettions, becauſe they 
have been ably ſtated, and becaule they are not 
to the purpoſe of my argument. It is my point 
to ſtate the objections of ſcrupulous Roman 

Catholics. | 
My Lords, the majority of the Roman Ca- 
tholics who ſcruple this oath are not Papiſts in the 
opprobrious ſenfe of the word—they are not the 
Pope's courtiers—more than the gentlemen of 
the Roman Catholic Committee, who are ready to 
accept the oath. My Lords, the more ſcrupulous 
Roman Catholics, who object to the te- ms of this 
oath, are rcady to {wear allegiance to the King— 
they are rcady to abjure the Pretender—to re— 
nounce the Pope's authority in civil and temporal 
matters; they are ready to renounce the dottrine, 
that faith is not to be kept with heretics, and that 
perlons may be murdered, under the pretence 
that they are herctics, as impious and unchriſtian; 
they are ready to renounce, as impious and un- 
chriſiian, the dotirine, that Princes, excommuni- 
cated by the Sec of Rome, may be e 
DY 
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by their ſubjefts; they are ready to renounce 
the doctrine, that Princes, excommnnicated by 
the See of Rome, may be depoſed by their ſub- 
Jets; but to this depoling dottrine they ſcruple to 
apply the epithets of impious, unchriſtian, and 
damnable. My Lords, they think that this doc- 
trine is rather to be called falſe, than 1mpious ; 
traiterous, than unchriſtian, 'Fhey ſay, that the 
language of an oath ſhould not be adorned, figured, 
and amplified, but plain, fimple, and preciſe. But 
in truth, my Lords, this ſcruple is founded in a 
tender regard for the memory of their progeni- 
tors. Some two centuries fince, this error, how- 
ever abſurd and malignant, was, like other abſurd 
and malignant errors, univerſal. Yet, my Lords, 
there lived in thoſe times many men of diſtinguiſhed 
piety and virtue, who acquielced in this error as a 
ſpeculative dottrine, though they never atted 
upon it. My Lords, the more {ſcrupulous of the 
Roman Catholics think it hard, that men of probity 
and virtue, entertaining a ſpeculative error, ſanc- 
tioned by its univerſality, upon which they never 
acted, ſhould for that error, in mere ſpeculation, be 
Rigmatized as devoid of piety, as no Chriſtians, 
and as perſons that died under a ſentence of eter- 
nal damnation. And certainly, my Lords, the re- 
probation of this doftrine, under the qualifications 
of impious, unchriſtian, and damnable, goes to this 
cllett. My Lords, I beſccch you to give a candid 
attention to this ſcruple, as I am confident your 
Lordſhips will to every ſcruple. My Lords, 1 en- 
ter into this detail from a defire of impreſſing on 
your Lordſhips minds, what is very ſtrongly im- 
preſſed on mine, that the objettions of theſe men 
are not cavils, but fair, honeſt, conſcientious ſeru- 
ples. My Lords, this ſcruple is analagous to that 
which every enlightened man would feel, it he 
were called upon to decide upon that, which has 
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ſometimes been decided upon with little ceremo- 
ny, upon the final doom of virtuous Heathens; of 
men, who, with a ſenſe of moral obligation, and 
with ſentiments of picty towards the Creator of the 
univerſe, which might have done no diſcredit to 
the profeſſors of Chriſtianity, nevertheleſs, from 
the force of example and education, acquieſced in 
the popular idolatry of their times. My Lords, I 
believe—your Lordſhips all beheve—that there is 
no name under Heaven by which men may be ſa- 
ved, but the name of Jelus Chriſt. Nevertheleſs, 
my Lords, I ſhould be very unwilling to aſſert— 
my Lords, 1 would refule to [wear—that it is mat- 
ter of my belief, that ſuch men as Socrates, Plato, 
Tully, Seneca, and Marcus Antoninus, who were 
every one of them idolaters, are now ſuffering in 
the place of torment, and are doomed to ſuffer there 
to all eternity. My Lords, upon this point I con- 
cur in the ſentiments of a great ornament of the 
Roman Church, who might have been an ornament 
to the pureſt church in the moſt enlightened times: 
* Ubi nunc anima Marci Tullii agat, fortaſſe non 
eſt humani judicii pronuntiare; me certè non ad- 
modum averſum hahituri ſint in ferendis calculis, 
qui ſperant illum apud ſuperos ſumma pace frui.”” 
My Lords, will not your Lordſhips permit the Ro- 
man Catholics to have the {ame tenderneſs for the 
men:ory of Bellarmin and Eraſmus, which your 
Lordihips would feel for that of virtuous Hea- 
thens ! 

My Lords, the terms, in which the Pope's civil 
authority is renounced, are matter of ſeruple to that 
diviſion of the Roman Catholics, which I conſider 
as the majority. My Lords, they are ready to re- 
nounce the civil authority of the Pope; but they 
think that the words uſed in the oath go to the de- 
nial of the Pope's ſpiritual authority, which they 
cannot conſcientiouſly abjure. The terms of the 
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oath, my Lords, are theſe “ I do alſo in my con- 
{cience declare, and ſolemnly ſwear, that no fo- 
reign church, prelate, or prieſt, or aſſembly of 
prieſts, or eccleſiaſtical power whatſoever, hath, or 
ought to have, any juriſdiction or authority what- 
ſoever within this realm, that can directly or indi- 
realy affect or interfere with the independence, ſo- 
vercignty, laws, conſtitution, or government there- 
of, or the rights, liberties, perſons, or properties, of 
the people of the ſaid realm, or any of them.“ The 
power, therefore, abjured, is all eccleſiaſtical power 
which can, directly or indirectly, interfere with the 
ſovereignty, conſtitution, or government, with pub- 
lic or with private rights. My Lords, theſe {cru- 
pulous Catholics think that this deſcription com- 
prehends the Pope's ſpiritual authority; for they 
ſay, that they mult admit that the Pope's ſpiritual 
authority does, indireQiy, by inference and impli- 
cation, interfere with civil government and with 
civil rights. My Lords, is it not manifeſt that the 
Pope's ſupremacy, indirectly, and in ſpeculation, 
interferes with the ſovereignty ? with the King's 
ſupremacy as head of the Church ? My Lords, with 
the Conſtitution the Pope's ſupremacy indirectly 
interferes in a part which, I believe, your Lord- 
ſhips hold in ſome regard. My Lords, it is a con- 
ſequence from the dottrine of the Pope's ſupre- 
macy, that no conſecrations and ordinations are 
valid, but what emanate from the authority of the 
See of Rome. If this be the cole, my Lords, ihe 
biſhops of the Church of England are no Hbillops, 
If we are no biſhops, we have no right © ſit in 
this Aſſembly with your Lordſhips; I rave no 
right to be now holding this argument bctore your 
Lordſhips. My Lords, is not this an interſcrence, 
indirealy I grant, but indirectly is it not an inter- 
ference with the Conſtitution ? My Lords, if we 
are no biſhops, it is a further conſequence that no 
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man is made a prieſt by virtue of our ordinations 
no prieſt of ours, therefore, has any juſt right to 
any temporalities that he may hold of ſuch a nature, 
as to attach excluſively to the prieſtly character. 
My Lords, is not this an interference with the 
rights of the ſubject? My Lords, theſe are ſtriking 
inſtances, that occurat the moment. Many other 
inſtances might be found, in which the Pope's ſpi- 
ritual ſupremacy unqueſtionably interferes, indi- 
realy, with civil authority and civil rights; and 
the moſt that can be expetted of conſcientious Ro- 
man Catholics is, not that they ſhould renounce all 
authority carrying this interference, for that were 
to renounce the Pope as their ſpiritual head; but 
that they ſhould bind themlelves to Government, 
that they will never a7 upon theſe principles, 
which in theory they cannot renounce; that, what- 
ever they may think {as a matter of opinion) about 
the Pope's ſupremacy, they will never, in fact, 
make an atrack, or commit any att of hoſtility, a- 
gainſt the Conſtitution and the Government in ei- 
ther branch, but, on the contrary, will defend it. 
And theſe engagements, my Lords, thoſe Roman 
Catholics, who ſcruple this oath, are ready and de- 
ſirous to give in the molt explicit and unequivocal 
terms. They ſay, that they think themſelves 
* bound by an oath which they havealready taken, 
and that they are ready to ſtrengthen the obligation 
by a new oath, to defend, to the utmoſt of their 
power, the civil and ecclebaſtical eſtabliſhment of 
the country, even though all the Catholic powers 
in Europe, with the Pope himſelf at their head, 
were to levy war againſt the King for the expreſs 
purpoſe of eſtabliſhing the Roman Catholic reli- 
gion.” My Lords, there are other points in this 
oath which Roman Catholics, I think, muſt ſcru- 
ple. I bclieve the gentlemen of the Catholic 
Committee, who declared themſelves ready to take 
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this oath, will fee ſome difficulty in particular parts 
of it, when they confider the full import of certain 
terms. But, my Lords, I ſhall go no further at 
preſent in this detail; I will only ſay in general, 
that there are parts of the oath which I myſelf would 
refuſe to take. | 

My Lords, I muſt obſerve, that the gentlemen 
of the Catholic Committee, and the party that acts 
with them, who ſcruple no part of this oath, declare 
that they, equally with the ſcrupulous party, main- 
tain the Pope's ſpiritual ſupremacy; they are 
ſhocked, that the denial of it ſhould be imputed to 
them. Your Lordſhips, therefore, perceive that 
the two parties are perfealy equal in the degree of 
affeQion, or diſaffettion, take it which way you will, 
that they bear to the Government of the country. 
Therefore, I cannot ſee upon what principle a re- 
lief, which is granted to the one, ſhould be denied 
to the other. 

It may be ſaid, this relief is a matter, notof right, 
but of mere grace and favour; and that the perſon 
who confers a favour may, at his own will and plea- 
ſure, preſcribe the conditions on which he will 
beſtow it. But, my Lords, the favours of a Go- 
vernment are ſurely to be diſpenſed by ſome rule 
of diſtribution, and that rule ought to be an equal 
one. My Lords, it ought not to be a rule of arbi- 
trary de ion and reprobation, making a diſtinc- 
tion of perſons, where there is no difference of 
character, in the degree of civil merit. 

My Lords, I have heard it ſaid, not in this Houſe, 
but out of doors, that the Legiſlature has nothing 
to do with the diſputesof theſe people among them- 
ſelves; that it may be rather an object of good po- 
licy to promote and increaſe their diviſions, as it 
may be a means of weakening the ſtrength of the 
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My Lords, the maxim, divide & impera, if it be 
ever wile, is wile only in deſpotical governments. 
My Lords, if it be wile in luch governments, it is 
becauſe ſuch governments are radically unjuſt 
the relation of the governor and the governed to 
each other being that of enemies. But in govern= 
ments fuch as this, under which we have the hap- 
pincls to live, it is a wicked maxim. In our Con- 
ſtitution, the promoting of the happineſs of the go- 
verued is not only the duty but the actual object of 
Government, and the aim of all its operations and 
of all its meaſures. In ſuch a government union 
and harmony amongſt citizens of all deſcriptions is 
to be deſired, and it ſhould be the endeavour of 
the Government to promote it, as the means of 
binding the love and affettions of all to the Con- 
{titution. 

But, my Lords, admitting, for a moment, that we 
have nothing to do with the diſputes of theſe peo- 
ple among themſelves, yet your Lordſhips ſurely 
have to do with the juſtice and equity of your own 
proceedings. Now conſider, my Lords. Upon 
what principle were the penal laws againſt the Ro- 
man Ca holics firſt introduced? Certainly upon 
this principle, that the Roman Catholics in general 
were diſaffected ſubjetts. Upon what principle 
would the Legiſlature now relieve any Roman Ca- 
tholics from thole laws? Certainly, my Lords, up= 
on this principle, that the Legiſlature acquits thoſe, 
to whom it extends the relief, of the crime and ſuſ- 
picion of diſaftettion. Upon what principle is the 
relief, which 1s extended to ſome, with-held from 
others? Certainly upon no juſt principle but this, 
that thoſe others ſtill lie, in the eye of the Legiſla- 
ture, under a ſuſpicion of diſaffection. Thus, my 
Lords, by paſſing a law which will give only a par- 
tial relief, you will impreſs a ſtigma of diſaffection 
upon the party not relieved; which, in my judg- 
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ment, if there be no ground for ſuſpecting them, 
would be the height of i cruelty and injuitice. 

But, my Lords, give me leave to lay, that though 
your Lordſhips would indeed have nothing to do 
with any diſputes among the Roman Catholics, up- 
on controverted points of their own divinity, the 
matter and the ſtate of the preſent diſpute are ſuch, 
that your Lordthips have much to do with it, in 
forming a judgment upon the preſent bill. The 
matter in diſpute is the propriety of the oath, as it 
{ſtands in this bill; which oath the one party is 
ready to accept, the other reprobates. The diſpute 
began in terms of mutual reſpect and gat modera. 
tion; but, as it went on, both fides, as 1s the caſe in 
all diſputes, grew Warmer. Both ſides have now 
lolt all temper; and the quarrel, a religious quarrel, 
my Lords, is raging. The {crupulous Catholics 
ſpeak of the writings on the other ſide as ſchiſma— 
tical, ſcandalous, and inilammatory, The Catho- 
lic Committec charge the former with 1nculcating 
principles hoſtile to ſociety and government, and 
to the conſtitution and Jaws of the Britiſh Empire. 
My Lords, theſe reproaches are, 1 think, unmerited 
on either ide; but they are, for that reaſon, the 
{ſtronger lymptoms of pennt e heat on both 
ſides. My Lords, this bill, hould it paſs into a 
law, will not mitigate the quarrel, but inflame it; 
and, as it re-enacts the penal laws againſt all thoſe, 
who, from their ſcruples about the oath, cannot 
bring themſelves within the benefit of it; the Ro- 
man Catholics that will be relieved by this bill will 
be empowered to enforce thoſe laws againſt their 
more ſcrupulous brethren, with whom they are 
quarrelling. My Lords, the hiſtory of the Church 
too clearly proves, that men, whoſe minds are in- 
flamed with religious controverſy, are not to be 
trulted with ſuch weapons. My Lords, when I 
look at the names of the gentlemen who compole 
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the Catholic Committee, men of high birth, of 
diſtinguiſhed probity and honour, I cannot for a 
moment ſuppoſe, that any of them would purſue the 
quarrel with their adverſaries in that baſe manner. 
But, my Lords, the leaders of a party cannotalways 
command the paſſious of their followers; and your 
Lordſhips will have no ſecurity that this may not 
be done, but the liberality and honour of the indi- 
viduals. And is it wiſe or juſt, my Lords, to put 
any innocent man in the power of his enemy, rely- 
ing only on the good diſpoſition of that enemy, to. 
reſtrain him from the abuſe of that power, which 
2 put into his hands? My Lords, if the party re- 
ieved by this bill ſhould take the advantage, which 
the law will give them, againſt the other party, 4 
horrible perſecution will ariſe. My Lords, I ſhud- 
der at the ſcene of terror and en Nes which my 
imagination ſets before me, when, under the opera- 
tion of this partial law, ſhould it unfortunately re- 
ceive your Lordſhips* ſanction, miſereants of bale 
inſormers may be enriched with the fortunes, our 
gaols may be crowded with the perſons, and our 
ſtreets may ſtream with the blood, of conſcientious 
men, and of good ſubjetts! Andof all this cruelty, 
my Lords, if it ſhould take place, the laws of the 
country will get the credit. 

My Lords, I am aware that it may ſeem to your 
Lordſhips that there is an eaſy anſwer to all this: 
ſend the bill to a Committee, and amend the oath. 
My Lords, there is the difficulty. I fear, that we 
are not competent to make ſuch amendments in the 
oath, as may obviate the miſchief. My Lords, look 
at the ſtate of the controverſy among the Roman 
Catholics, Three of the four Roman Catholic 
Biſhops, who call themſelves the apoſtolical vicars 
for the four diſtricts of this country; three out of 
theſe four have promulgated an encyclical letter, 
in which they reprobate the oath as it ſtands in the 
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preſent bill; and they go farther; they advance 
this principle, that a conſcientious Catholic ought 
not to take any oath, declaratory of any opinion 
upon doctrinal points, till it has received the appro- 
bation of the eccleſiaſtical ſuperiors. The gentle- 
men of the Catholic Committee exclaim againſt 
this as an extravagant ſtretch of authority. I con- 
fels, my Lords, I ſee no extravagance in it. I be- 
lieve, were I a Roman Catholic, I ſhould think it 
my duty to ſubmit to it. But the Catholic Com- 
mittee are indignant under this uſurpation of au- 
thority, as they think it, of the apoſtolical vicars 
and a paper has appeared, ſigned by the gentlemen 
of the Committee, which I know not very well 
what to call. My Lords, it looks ſomething like 
an appeal to the Pope; and yet I can hardly ſup- 
poſe, that an appeal to him has been actually made, 
or that this is a copy of a paper ſent as a formal 
appeal to Rome. But the Committee ſay, We 
appeal to all the Catholic Churches in the univerſe, 
and eſpecially to the firſt of all Catholic churches, 
the apoſtolical ſee rightly informed.“ My Lords, 
if this be an appeal to the ſee of Rome, or if it be 
a notice of an intended appeal—and, my Lords, it 
muſt be ſomething—it ſhould ſeem that the Legiſla- 
ture cannot ſtir a ſtep further. For it would be 
perfectly nugatory to pals a Jaw to give relief upon 
the condition of an oath, when the perſons, ta 
whom the relief is offered, are divided into two 
parties, one of which ſay, We cannot take this 
oath,” the others ſay, We muſt go to Rome, 
and aſk the Pope, whether, under the circumſtance 
of the interditt of the eccleſiaſtical ſuperiors, we 
may take the oath or no.“ And, my Lords, ſup- 
pole you amend the oath; what aſſurances can your 
Lordſhips have, that the apoſtolical vicars will ap- 
prove the oath as amended by your Lordſhips? If 
they ſhould not approve it, the more ſcrupulous 
Roman Catholics will not take it, 
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My Lords, the remedy for this ſeems to me ta he 
unique, The remedy would he, to find an oath 
which may be ſufficient tor the ſecurity of Govern- 
ment, and which the majority of the Roman Catho- 
lics have already taken, and the apoſtolical vicars, 
having themſelves taken it, muſt approve. Such, 
my Lords, 1s the oath which was required of the 
Roman Catholics by the law of 1778; and I am 
very ſorry that that oath was not adopted in this 
bill. But, from what I have heard, I have much 
doubt whether, if we go into a Committee, we 
thall be unanimous upon a motion for ſubſtituting 
that oath inſtead of the oath that now ſtands in the 
bill. And for this reaſon, my Lords, I fear the bill 
is incurable*, 

My Lords, I have detained you much longer 
than 1 thought to have done. It only remains that 
I thank your Lordſhips for the patient attention 
with which I have been honoured; and that I may 
make it my requelt, that any expreſſion that may 
have eſcaped me, in the courie of a ſpeech in point 
of language in many parts quite unpremeditated, 
may be candidly interpreted. My Lords, what 
molt of all J deprecate is, that J may not be ſul- 
peticd of infincerity in my profeſſions of an ab- 
horrence of the penal laws; that my objecting to 
the commitment of this bill may not be deemed a 
ſtratagem of mine, to get rid of the buſineſs alto- 
gether, and diſappoint the petitioners at your Lord- 
ſhips bar, in their juſt expectations of relief. My 
Lords, I call the great Searcher of Hearts to wit- 
neſs, that there is no ſuch duplicity, no ſuch malice, 


* In this apprehenſion the Biſhop had the pleaſure to ſind him- 
fell miſtaken, In the Committee of the whole Houſe upon the 
bill (June 4th), the oath, as it ſtood, was, upon the Biſhop's own 
motion, expunged, and the oath, taken by the Roman Catholics 
in Ircland in the year 1774, with ſome very ſlight alteration, ſub- 
ſtituted. he Iriſh oath is in effect the ſame with the oath of 
1778, and, of the two, is drawn with the greater accuracy. 
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in my intention. My Lords, if your Lordſhips 
ſhould be moved by what has been ſaid by me, or 
what may be iaid with more ability by others to the 
ſame effect, to reject this bill, rather than that the 
Roman Catholics ſhould be finally unrelieved, I 
would pledge mylelf to your Lordſhips, to the 
Roman Cathulics, and to my country, to bring in a 
bill, early in the next ſeſſion, which ſhould not be 
pregnant with the miſchiefs which ſeem to me the 
certain conſequences of this hill. But I ſhould 
hope, that your Lordſhips would not leave a matter 
of ſuch moment to the diicretion and abilities of 
any individual Lord, but that your Lordihips will 
think proper to name a Committee to reviſe all the 
ſubſiſting laws againſt the Roman Catholics, and to 
frame a bill for the repcal of ſuch as may with 
ſafety be repealed. The only objection that I can 
ſee to ſuch a meaſure is the delay; for it is much 
too late in the ſeſſion to begin ſuch a buſineſs. 
But, my Lords, in a matter of this magnitude and 
importance, the Legiſlature ſhould think little of 
the delay of a few months; nor ought the Roman 
Catholics themſelves to murmur at a delay, which 
may conduce ta put the relief they ſolicit upon a 
broad and permanent baſis. 
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